Abstract:The paper is an attempt to transfer the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) onto the family ground. It constitutes an attempt to emerge the model of family entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) as the family background determining attitudes and entrepreneurial intentions. The research was conducted on a group of students who were asked to respond the questions concerning their families, and particularly, the ones formulated with reference to the existing concepts of entrepreneurial orientation referring to organizational entrepreneurship. There was conducted explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis. The reliability of the scale was analyzed using Cronbach's alpha reliability estimate.
Introduction
Although studies of entrepreneurship and family business, to a great extent, have developed independently, one can find some indications that they are now moving closer to each other [Anderson et al., 2005, pp. 135-154] . Traditionally, there have been some common topics of interests between the two fields, which have occasionally attracted entrepreneurship scholars to examine family businesses, and also family business scholars to examine issues conventionally considered within the realm of entrepreneurship studies. Recently, there has been an increasing amount of the research conducted on the intersection of entrepreneurship and family business [Habbershon, Pistrui, 2002, pp. 223-237] .
While following the current combining the research on entrepreneurship with some family issues, the paper is an attempt to transfer the dimensions of entre-preneurial orientation (EO) onto the family ground. It constitutes an attempt to emerge the model of family entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) as the family background determining attitudes and entrepreneurial intentions.
The research question refers to the possibility of creating a model of FEO. Therefore, the paper is an attempt to answer the question whether there is an possibility to create a theoretical construct of entrepreneurial orientation referring to the family, based on the idea and essence of the concept of entrepreneurial orientation.
The concept of family entrepreneurial orientation, suggested in the present paper, is the author's own concept. It constitutes a kind of an experiment whose source is the idea of integration of the concept of EO and the specificity of the family as a "generator" of entrepreneurial intentions which, in further stages of the activity, are transformed into new ventures.
Entrepreneurial Orientation. The Background for Creating Family Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct
As A. Wójcik-Karpacz [2012, pp. 47-56] indicates, in the management science there are structures defined as orientation. They constitute an attempt to build up an integrated tool for understanding and measuring a specific type of attitude of an organization or its inclinations towards a specific phenomenon. According to Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary [1989 Dictionary [ , p. 1015 ] the term orientation is used, among others, in psychology and it is the ability to locate oneself in one's environment with reference to time, place and people. It also may be understood as the adjustment or alignment of oneself or one's ideas to surroundings or circumstances [Collins English Dictionary Online, 2009] . Among many kinds of orientation the management science refers to, it is possible to identify entrepreneurial attitude [Covin, Slevin, 1988, pp. 217-234; Lumpkin, Dess, 1996, pp. 135-173] .
One of multidimensional features of entrepreneurship is EO, which is a social process developed by the participants of the organization whose innovative, proactive and risky strategic behavior transform the organization. [Bratnicki 2009, s. 20] . In a commonly used definition, EO is seen as the processes, practices, and decision-making activities that lead to new entry [Lumpkin, Dess, 1996, pp. 135-173] . In what is often seen as the original study of EO, D. Miller [1983, pp. 770-792] considered an entrepreneurial firm as one that engages in product market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with 'proactive' innovations, beating competitors to the punch". EO can thus be seen as an inclination or attitude to act entrepreneurially in one or more dimensions. The original three dimensions of EO -risk-taking, proactiveness and innovativeness -have been extended with two more dimensions: autonomy and competitive aggressiveness [Lumpkin, Dess, 1996, pp. 135-173] . EO reflects the managerial response to the changes in the environment, and within the organization itself [Nogalski, Kar-pacz, 2011, s. 43-51] . In viewing EO as a set of attitudes of individuals and teams within entrepreneurial families and family firms, it is possible to assume that these attitudes influence the practices, processes and decision-making styles allowing for entrepreneurial behavior.
Entrepreneurship and Family Context. The Direction for the Research
H. Aldrich and J. Cliff [2003, pp. 573-596] note that in the past, over a century ago, the start and growth of business inherently meant "family business", as virtually all commercial activity entailed the influence and control of one or more families. Later, the industrialization, economic progress and increasing professionalization of businesses meant that commercial activities were more frequently assumed to take place outside the private sphere of home and family.
Among researchers that subscribe to the view on entrepreneurship as a process of recognition and exploitation of business opportunities [Shane, Venkataraman, 2000, pp. 217-226] , there is a burgeoning interest in studying the role of the family in new entrepreneurial activities. Aldrich and Cliff [2003, pp. 573-596] argue that family dynamics and considerations should be incorporated into entrepreneurship research as potentially one of the most important influences on both opportunity recognition and the ability of an entrepreneur, or an entrepreneurial team to exploit an opportunity and to create a viable business out of it. Within this view, different stages in the entrepreneurial process are impacted by family access to resources, such as financial capital and social capital, as well as its specific norms, attitudes and values.
As L. Steier [2007 Steier [ , pp. 1099 Steier [ -1107 states, many entrepreneurs are embedded in a social context that includes a family dimension. For these entrepreneurs, family represents a rich repository of resources such as economic, affective, educative and connective ones. K.Z.R. Heck et al. [2006, pp. 80-105] argue that family can be seen as an incubator for the generation of new business ideas, where home is often the birthplace of entrepreneurial ventures. This stays in line with earlier studies by O. Collins and D. Moore [1964] . Scholars representing this view are introducing the family as a new and relevant unit of analysis in entrepreneurship literature. In this context, family, as a unit of analysis, is important and could constitute vital contribution by family business research to the broader entrepreneurship field [Nordqvist, Melin 2010, pp. 211-239] .
The Research Proposition, Method and Sample
Family background, while being of the key significance for entrepreneurship development and undertaking business initiatives ought to be the subject to the analysis and measurement. In the light of the above the following propositions were formulated:
P1: Family entrepreneurial orientation is a multidimensional construct P2: There is a possibility of creating a tool enabling the measurement of family entrepreneurial orientation
The concept of the entrepreneurial family is used so as to refer to the family as an institution, or social structure, that can both drive and constrain entrepreneurial activities. The five dimensions of EO are separate, but related. This means that one may suspect that also families can vary in terms of their proactiveness, risktaking, innovativeness, autonomy and competitive aggressiveness which leads to an attempt to formulate family entrepreneurial intention construct, determine its dimensionality and measurement.
The research was conducted on a group of students who were asked to respond the questions concerning their families, and particularly, the ones formulated with reference to the existing concepts of entrepreneurial orientation referring to organizational entrepreneurship. The respondents gave answers on a five-point Likert scale (1-I strongly disagree, 2-I'd rather not agree, 3-I neither agree nor disagree, 4-I'd rather agree, 5-I strongly agree).
The survey took place in December 2013 and January 2014 on the randomly selected sample of 332 students of Faculty of Management of Czestochowa University of Technology. The sample amounted to 6.9% of the total population of students of the Faculty. The respondents were the students of both full-and part-time course of study (250 and 82 respondents respectively). In the research there participated 213 women and 119 men aged 20-58 (mean age -23.62, median -22) . The research tool constructed by the author was the questionnaire.
The statistical analyses were performed with the use of the R Package -a free software environment for statistical computing and graphics. In case of the FEO scales there was conducted explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis. The reliability of the scale was analyzed using Cronbach's alpha reliability estimate. It was assumed that probability value at the level of p<0.05 is statistically significant whereas p<0.01 is statistically highly significant.
The Measurement Tool. Scale Building.
On the basis of the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) there was formulated a set of questions referring to the family and its orientation in the individual dimensions. These constituents are shown in Table 1 .
Classic questions determining the dimensions of EO were modified and supplemented with the questions concerning family orientation towards taking opportunities adequate to the specificity of the family. It is acknowledged that the family, treated as a specific organization, will be more willing to grasp opportunities if its tendency for entrepreneurial behavior is greater and vice versa. The set includes questions concerning the behavior in the changing economic environment and adjust-ment directed to the exploitation of opportunities generated by the environment. Therefore, the classic EO construct was supplemented with additional threads referring to the source theory of EO. In the further part there is used factor analysis to recognize the dimensions of the phenomenon under research and simultaneously, the dimensions of the proposed model -the FEO construct. 
The assessment of the FEO model
In the first place, there was made a preliminary assessment of the model using confirmatory factor analysis (factors -not correlated). All the assessed values in the model of confirmatory factor analysis are highly significant (p<0.01). However, the model itself is not well matched to the observed data (ML chi^2=642.396, df=38, p<0.001). Also, further analysis of different fit-indices leads to the conclusion that the proposed model of confirmatory factor analysis does not match the observed data (RMSEA 0.241; GFI 0.683; AGFI 0.542). The conducted confirmatory factor analysis for correlated factors also lead to the conclusion that although all the assessed values in the model of confirmatory factor analysis are highly significant (p<0.01) or significant (p<0.05), the model itself is not well matched to the observed data (ML chi^2=232.480, df=28, p<0.001) . Also, further analysis of different fit indices allowed to conclude that the proposed model of confirmatory factor analysis does not match the observed data (RMSEA 0.161; GFI 0.860; AGFI 0.725). This part of the analysis allowed to come to the conclusion that the proposed model in the confirmatory factor analysis proved to be poorly matched to the data.
At the next stage, there was made an assessment of Cronbach's alpha coefficient for all FEO variables. Scale average is 31.8607 and standard deviation is 6.08. Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.7893. The average correlation between the pairs of items is 0.2947. Standardized alpha is 0.8017. After calculating Cronbach's alpha for the whole initially proposed FEO scale, there were made the detailed analyses for A (autonomy dimension) and P ( proactiveness dimension) in terms initially proposed. In case of A, scale average is 13.7704 and standard deviation is 2.76. Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.5397. The average correlation between the pairs of items is 0.2823. Standardized alpha is 0.6017. Cronbach alpha increases significantly when the variable -FEO1 is removed. For P, scale average is 9.7853 and standard deviation is 2.1185. Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.5756. The average correlation between the pairs of items is 0.3203. Standardized alpha is 0.5704. Cronbach's alpha increases significantly when the variable -FEO3 is removed.
At the following stage, there was conducted the analysis of correlations between FEO variables. The detailed results are presented in Table 2 . As a result of the analysis of the correlation matrix, it was concluded that most of the correlations between FEO variables is highly significant (p<0.01). However, there are the exceptions, which is lack of significant (p>0.05) correlation between the scales FEO1 and FEO2 and between FEO3 and FEO7 and FEO8, and also between FEO4 and FEO7. Hierarchical cluster analysis using group average method with Euclidean distance metric allowed for further conclusions. Systematization of FEO variables in terms of similarity to each other (correlations) using group average method indicated a different nature of FEO1 variable. Thus, it was assumed that including them in the group A of variables is not appropriate. Similarly, variable FEO7 shows an independent nature. Therefore, as far as treating the scale FEO7 as an independent factor is justified, the previous inclusion of the scales FEO1 into the A factor is rather unjustified.
Hierarchical cluster analysis using Ward's method with Euclidean distance metric was another step of the conducted analysis. Systematization of FEO variables in terms of similarity to each other (correlations) using Ward's method indicated the presence of the two well-distinguished groups. The first one consists of the scales: FEO10, FEO4, FEO3 and FEO2. The other one includes the scales: FEO8, FEO6, FEO9, FEO5 and two "external" ones FEO1 and FEO7.
For the validity of application of exploratory factor analysis, there is used Barlett's test which indicated that the correlation matrix is not a identity matrix (Chi^2=938.40, df=45, p<0.0001), therefore the application of factor analysis is justified. Then, the adequacy of correlation matrix was assessed using Kaiser-MayerOlkin measure which amounts to 0.8124, which is a solid basis for the application of factor analysis, whose results for the main principal components are presented in Table 3 . The first factor is selected so as to allow for the explanation of the greatest part of variability observed in the original data. In the above Table 3 the first factor explains 36.76% of the observed variability. The second factor, not correlated with the first one, is to explain the greatest part of variability which remained after isolating the first factor. The second distinguished factor, visible in Table 3 , explains 16.54% of the observed variability. This pattern is repeated until all common variations are used. The third distinguished factor explains 9.33% of the observed variability, the fourth one -7.87%, the fifth one -7.05%, the sixth one -5.70%, the seventh one -5.10%. The further ones, however, amount to less than 5% of the contribution to the explanation of the observed variability. In total, all the factors explain 100% of the observed variability.
It is possible to distinguish maximum as many components as the analyzed variables, however, in practice, the aim is to reduce the number of variables to absolute minimum of components. According to the Kaiser criterion, only these factors are used which correspond to eigenvalues greater than 1. In the above results only two first components fulfill this condition, explaining the total of only 53.30% of the observed variability. Using the criterion of Scree plot (Figure 1 ) it would be advisable to select 3 factors which, in this case, explain the total of 62.63% of the observed variability. For further analysis allowing for operationalization of entrepreneurial orientation of the family there was used factor analysis (VARIMAX rotation), for threefactor model (Table 4) and four-factor model (Table 5) . In the three-factor model the first factor consists of FEO1, FEO5, FEO6. The second factor includes the scales FEO2, FEO3 and FEO4. Their factor loadings are high and the whole group confirmed close connection. The scale FEO7 has the highest loading for factor 3 and it is the only scale for this factor. Factor loadings of the scales FEO8 and FEO9 are similar and they are included between factor 1 and 3. FEO10 has similar factor loadings for factors 2 and 3. In the four-factor model, the first factor may include FEO1. It is the only scale for this factor. Similarly, in the third one, the highest loading is for FEO7 and it is the only scale for this factor. The second factor may include the scales FEO2, FEO3 and FEO4 -their factor loadings are high and the whole group again confirms close relationship. The fourth factor consists of the scales FEO5, FEO6 i FEO9. The scale FEO8 has factor loadings of the similar size in relation to factor 3 and 4, and in case of FEO10, it has similar factor loadings for factors 2 and 4. In the view of the above, there was taken a decision on the removal of the scales FEO8 and FEO10. The results of factor analysis with VARIMAX rotation for four-factor model with the removed scales FEO8 and FEO10 are presented in Tables 6a, 6b and 6c. The first factor (eigenvalue =3.077155) explains 38.46443% of total variance. On the basis of factor loadings it is assumed that the fourth factor consists of the scales FEO5, FEO6 and FEO9. The second factor (eigenvalue =1.410006) explains 17.62508% of total variance. The second factor may include the scales FEO2, FEO3 and FEO4. The third factor (eigenvalue =0.884289) explains 11.05361% of total variance. In the third one the highest loading is for FEO7 and it is the only scale for this factor. The fourth factor (eigenvalue =0.758230) explains 9.47788% of total variance. The fourth factor may include FEO1 and it is the only scale for this factor. In total, these factors explain 76.621% of the observed variability.
In the light of the above results of the statistical analysis, another step was taken, consisting in performing confirmatory factor analysis for 4 factors both not correlated (Table 7 and 8) and correlated (Table 9 and 10), and also there was conducted the analysis of fit indices. All the assessed values in the model of confirmatory factor analysis are highly significant (p<0.01). However, the model itself is not well fit for the observed data (ML chi^2=203.370, df=22, p<0.001). The analysis of different fit indices allows for the conclusion that the proposed model of confirmatory factor analysis does not fit the observed data particularly well, though it is much better than the proposed initial model. All the assessed values in the model of confirmatory factor analysis are highly significant (p<0.01) apart from correlation between factors 2 and 3. The model itself, however, does not fit the observed data perfectly well (ML chi^2=52.140, df=16, p<0.001), though, so far it is the nearest good fit. The analysis of different fit indices allows for the conclusion that the proposed model of confirmatory factor analysis fits the observed data perfectly well. Population Gamma Index is higher than 0.95 and Adjusted Population Gamma Index is very close to the limit value of 0.95. Similarly, GFI is higher than 0.95 and AGFI is very close to the limit value of 0.95. Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index is close to the limit value of 0.05. This model was finally acknowledged as the appropriate one. Then Cronbach's alpha was calculated for all FEO variables (Table 11) , the A Factor (Table 12 ) and the B Factor (Table 13 ). Source: the Author's own research Scale mean is 11.0151 and standard deviation is 2.26764. Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.754895. The average correlation between the pairs of items is 0.509714. Standardized alpha is 0.757215.
In conclusion, on the basis of statistical data analysis, there was proposed the four-factor model, modified in relation to the initial version, where there are the following: Component 1 -FEO5, FEO6, FEO9, Component 2 -FEO2, FEO3, FEO4, Component 3 -FEO7, whereas Component 4 -FEO1.
Operationalization of the Verified FEO Construct and its Dimensions. Discussion
As a result of the conducted statistical analyses, it was concluded that FEO possesses four dimensions whose characteristics and operationalization is presented in Table 14 . Initially, the willingness to take risk was recognized as a separate dimension. However, the analysis of factor loadings indicated that the assumed dimension possesses a loading close to the factor characterizing the dimension of "innovativeness" (creating what is new or unique) and "proactiveness". Grouped scales are arranged in the dimension specifying innovativeness, willingness to take risk and ability to use opportunities, which can be described by means of proactive innovation or proactive systematic innovation.
In case of economic organizations, systematic innovation is defined as the one consisting in purposeful and organized search for changes and systematic analysis of the opportunities for innovation [Brzozowski et al. 2001, p. 180] . In the view of the fact that proinnovative culture is oriented, among others, towards developing tolerance for risk, uncertainty and search [Matejuk 2005, p. 18] , it is possible to accept the inclusion of the scales FEO5, FEO6 and FEO9 in the dimension of proactiveness, since proactiveness is characterized by lack of indifference towards changes or interests in using opportunities. Therefore, while transferring, a bit metaphorically, the specificity of this dimension onto the family ground, it is possible to accept such a set of scales included in the dimension of proactiveness.
The boundaries of the dimensions of autonomy and proactiveness, proposed initially, have been partially obliterated, though the research clearly indicates that these factors influence the intensity of EO of the family. However, there was distinguished the dimension of autonomy, operationalized by means of scales FEO2, FEO3 and FEO4. The scales FEO2 and FEO4 already belonged to the dimension of autonomy in the proposed version. However, factor analysis proved that initially regarded proactiveness in the approach of the scale FEO3, operationalized by the questions on the predictions of changes and finding oneself under varying conditions with no help from others, is closer to the characteristics of autonomy.
The dimension of "competitive aggressiveness" remained as the one represented by one scale -FEO7. Operationalization, by means of the question concerning attempts made by the family, oriented towards achieving competitive advantage over others, by "being better than neighbors and acquaintances", seems to deplete the description of this dimension.
The problematic dimension seems to the dimension represented by the scale FEO1, initially included in the dimension of "autonomy". Factor loadings do not allow for the inclusion of the scale FEO1 in this dimension. The initial assumption was that the fact of running an independent business activity in the form of self-development, is identical with self-reliance and independence of deciding for oneself. However, this autonomy directly relates self-employment and its occurrence in the family. At this point, it is possible to talk about a specific tendency or orientation towards running an independent business activity. This may also concern the family tradition of self-employment or readiness of family members to take up self-employment. In conclusion, it is possible to propose the name of this dimension, which is "professional autonomy".
Conclusions
The analysis presented in the paper allows for the conclusion that the propositions P1 and P2 were verified positively and supported. In the proposed approach, FEO is a multidimensional construct, whose operationalization is possible while using the eight scales.
The proposed conception may contribute to the exploration of both the issue of creating and functioning of family businesses as well as to the problem of creating new ventures due to the specific characteristics of the family, determining the desire of its members to run an independent business activity. The measure of FEO may bring about allowing the prediction of future prospects related to running a business activity by entities on the basis of the analysis of the orientation of their family.
However, there are some constraints in the present paper. It was developed on the basis of a random sample of respondents, and the way of creating the FEO construct was based exclusively on the idea of EO, transferred onto the family ground. Therefore, the construct requires further empirical verification on other groups of respondents, not only the students of the Faculty of Management.
Among the direction of further studies, it is possible to indicate the proposition of the analysis of the connection of FEO with the actual running a business activity by people under research and entrepreneurial intentions.
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